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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION
Marijuana, one of the numerous names for the hemp plant,
cannabis sativa, is undoubtedly the most frequently used illicit drug
in the United States today.
known to man.

It is also one of the most ancient drugs

It is commonly accepted that the first reference to

cannabis as a psychoactive agent is in a Chinese document dating back
to 2737 B.C .E.

While the authenticity of this date is questionable,

there is verified evidence that the plant's ps,ychoactive properties
were known no later than 430 B.C .E. (Blum., 1969a).

In view of the

antiquity of knowledge about marijuana. and the wide extent of its
current use, it seems rather surprising that until very recently there
had been virtually no scientific study of the drug.
A major problem with much of the "scientific" research which has
been done on marijuana is that it lacks the objectivit,r required b.1
science.

Over the past several years marijuana has become much more

than a drug.

It has become a symbol of a life style and to some extent

a badge identifYing which side of the generation gap one is on.

For

these reasons, research on marijuana tends to be subjective rather than
objective.

Marijuana researchers have seemed

urr~ling

or unable to

divorce themselves from the controversies surrounding marijuana or what
Oursler (1968) has called the nwthology that has developed around the
drug.
1

2

Schofield (1971), a member of' Britain's Wooton Commission, which
studied the marijuana issue in that country, had the following comments

to make concerning the subjectivity of' much of' the marijuana literature,
"The literature on cannabis is lengthy and confusing.
irrelevant; some of' it is misleading.

Much of' it is

Some of' it is so interwoven with

moral. prejudices that the objectivity is lost (p. 99; emphasis added). tf
He added the note of' advice that "There is an urgent need to take some
of' the emotional steam out of' the controversy.

This applies to those

in favor of' pot smoking as well as those who are against it. 11
Liskow (1974) went so f'ar as to state that often basic cannabis
research has been regarded "solely as a vehicle f'or presenting various
views on the marijuana 'controversy'. 11 Bloomquist (1971) spoke of'
"gameplaying," that is, choosing an opinion on the marijuana issue
without regard f'or the facts or concern f'or objective evaluation, which
extends even to the marijuana researchers.
Study of'

th~

f'rom both problems.

question of' attitudes toward marijuana suf'f'ered
For a long time this area was totally neglected

and it is only very recently that it has been studied scientifically.
As well, when the problem of' attitudes toward marijuana has.been
studied, it has not al.ways been studied with the objectivity scientific
study requi;res.
Much of' the literature relevant to attitudes toward marijuana
has included that as a small part of' much broader research.

Fre-

quently, only a single questionnaire item on attitudes toward marijuana
has been included in a more general. study of' drug use in a given
population.

3
In addition, the majority of studies on attitudes toward
marijuana have concentrated on attitudes toward the drug itself •. With
a single exception (DeFleur & Garrett, 1970), attitudes toward the
specific effects of marijuana have not yet been assessed.

A major

purpose of the present research is to measure attitudes toward some
of the specific effects of marijuana, rather than a general attitude
toward the drug itself.
Returning to the issue of subjectivity in studying and
analyzing marijuana, Goode (1969) argued that those who are promarijuana and those who are anti-marijuana do not disagree as to what
the effects of marijuana are "but whether they are

I

good 1 or 1 bad' • 11

With the exception of the possibility of marijuana causing an
"a.motivational syndrome" (McGlothlin & West, 1968; Smith & Mehl, 1970;
Kupfer

e~

al., 1973) and the issue of long tenn effects of marijuana

(Nahas, 1973), this assertion is probably true.

In a subsequent work,

Goode (1970) extended the argument by speculating that on the whole
marijuana effects would be considered positive if rated independently
of the knowledge that they are marijuana effects.

However, once the

rater is told that the effects he is rating are those of marijuana, he
'

"reinterprets his favorable opinion and decides that the effect is in
actuality insidious and damaging (p. 153)." Another major purpose
of this research is to test Goode's basic hypothesis.

Additionally,

the present research is directed at identifying variables which may
be related to the subjects' appraisals of marijuana effects.
In summary, there are three purposes of this research: (1) to
measure attitudes toward specific marijuana effects, (2) to test the

4
hypothesis that ratings of the effects of marijuana are influenced by
knowledge that they are effects of the drug, and (3) to identify
correlates of attitudes toward the specific

e~fects.

Finally, the issue of the subjectivity of marijuana research
must be considered as it applies to the present research.

The issues

of experimenter effects and experimenter bias in psychological research
are well documented (Kintz et al., 1965; Rosenthal, 1966).

The high

degree of subjectivity even in the "scientific" research on marijuana
indicates that these issues

a~e

very relevant to marijuana research.

Schofield (1971) argued that "the non-user or cannabis is
better equipped to write a book about pot," since the non-user is
likely to be more objective than the user.
assertion is debatable.

Certainly Schofield's

This experimenter is a non-user of marijuana,

though not anti-marijuana, and honestly believes his approach to the
research has been objective.
to prove this last statement.

Of course, it is essentially impossible
However, even if one disagrees with

the assertion of the experimenter's objectivity, the fact of his
explicitly stating that he is a non-user of marijuana should at least
be a step toward removing some of the neglect from the eXperimenter
as a stimulus object (McGuigan, 1963).

CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELA.TED LITERATURE

Scientific researCh on marijuana is a recent development.

This

applies to all areas, including even the drug's effects and its
pharmacology.

The first scientific study of marijuana effects done in

the United States was carried out b,y the New York Academw of Sciences
in 1940, at the request of Mayor LaGuardia (see Solomon, 1966, pp.

277-410). In retrospect, the LaGuardia study seems rather unsophisticated and methodologically unsound, but as recently as 1968, the
LaGuardia report was descril::ed as "the l::est organized effort to study
marijuana (Clark & Nakashima, 1968, p. 379). 11

In fact, the first

experimental test of the effects of marijuana on man which involved
the appropriate double-blind controls was not performed until 1998
(Weil, Zinberg,

&

Nelsen).

In the years since Weil et al. 'a initial

study, there has been a good deal of quality research on marijuana
effects.
While the questions of marijuana chemistry and pharmacology
seem to have attracted scientific interest as much as a centur.y before
the drug's effects were investigated (Grinspoon, 1971, p. 42), it was
not until 1964 that the first active agent was isolated from marijuana.
Mechoulem and Gaoni of Hebrew University isolated tetrahydrocannabinol
in 1964 and succeeded in synthesizing it in 196.5. While work
continues on the chemistry and pharmacology of cannabis, the knowledge
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in these areas is still poor and incomplete (Mechoulam, 1970).
Neglected along with the more scientific questions or the actual
effects or marijuana and its chemistry and pharmacology was the
question or attitudes toward the drug and its use.

The literature on

attitudes toward marijuana and marijuana use is very recent and not
yet too well developed.
SUchman (1968) in a stuqy whose major purpose was not to assess
attitudes to the use or marijuana included questionnaire items on
this topic.

In response to the question "How strongly do you approve

or disapprove or students smoking marijuana?", a total or
the college students who served as subjects approved and
disapproved, with the remaining

35.1% or

33.4%

31.5% undecided. Among those subjects

who reported using marijuana, the attitude toward the drug was overwhelmingly favorable.

Only one-fourth or the marijuana users reported

arry "bad trips" and less than 10% either wanted to stop using marijuana
or had tried to stop.

Again, looking at the responses to the

questionnaire item on approval or disapproval of stooking marijuana,

45.7% of the students who indicated approval or smoking marijuana did
in fact smoke.

Less than one-percent of those indicating disapproval

of stooking marijuana smoked.
On the whole, Suchman's data indicate that, at least for the
university whose population he sampled and at the time his stuqy was
done (November, 1967), the pro- and anti-marijuana attitudes were
roughly equally divided (when the "undecided" group is eliminated
from consideration).

Additionally, there was the reasonable finding

that use of marijuana and favorable attitude toward marijuana use are

7
correlated.
The qualifications limiting Suchman's conclusions to the
university population he sampled and the time at which he sampled it
are absolutely necessary.

Even if the problems of "internal validity"

(Campbell & Stanley, 1963) such as failure of subjects to return
questionnaires and so on are disregarded, there remain the problems
of "external validity."

Simply stated, it is most hazardous to attempt

to generalize the results of drug use studies from one population to
another, even from one college population to another.

Geographic and

demographic differences between university populations make
generalizations across populations impossible.

Similarly, given the

climate surrounding the marijuana. issue in recent years, it is
impossible to generalize from a. stuqy done

~Dre

than six years ago.

Eells (1968), in a study on the use of marijuana and LSD at
California. Institute of Technology, done in March,

1967, also included

questionnaire items on attitudes toward marijuana. as a. drug.
Specifically, the subjects were asked to evaluate the beneficial or
harmful nature of marijuana. based on personal experience or what they
had read or heard about the drug.

Over ha.J.f the subjects (57. 7%)

expressed a neutral attitude, describing marijuana as a "fairly
harmless drug, neither valuable nor harmful."

Only

5% described

marijuana as definitely dangerous and with little benefit, while 16%
described the drug as "possibly harmful" and thought the dangers outweigh the benefits.

On the positive side,

considered marijuana to

~~

13.7% of the subjects

definitely beneficial, while an additiona.l

half-percent thought it might be harmful but the benefits offset the

8
risks.

In analyzing the judgments of marijuana as beneficial, Eells

found that the roore often a subject used marijuana, the more likely
he was to rate it as beneficial.

Only 4% of non-users rated marijuana

as beneficial, 17% of casual users (defined by Eells as using
marijuana only once or twice) rated the drug as beneficial, and this
rose to 56% of steady and current users (three or more uses of
marijuana, most recently within the six Ir.onths prior to the survey)
and 61% of heavy users (ten or more times).
The mst striking finding presented by Eells is the high
proportion of students who evaluated marijuana neutrally.

It should

be emphasized that this neutrality is a reasoned position, rather than
lack of decision on marijuana.

(Only 6.9% of Eells' respondents

indicated "no opinion 11 on the harmful or beneficial nature of
marijuana.)

Additionally, Eells' survey confirmed the Suchman (1968)

finding that the more personal experience a subject has had with
marijuana, the mre likely it is that his attitude toward the drug
will be favorable.

This is further demonstrated in the responses to

a questionnaire item asking for evaluation of personal experience with
marijuana.

No subject reported a

11

very disturbing, upsetting, or

harmful" marijuana experience and only one subject (out of 126)
reported even an experience that was ''mostly harmful or unpleasant,
though not seriously so. 11 Of the favorable evaluations, 42.1% said
their marijuana experience was beneficial and without serious harm,
while an additional 7.1% described their experience as
beneficial, but harmful also. 11

11

helpful and

Again, the striking finding is that

half the subjects described their marijuana experience as without any
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particular ef'f'ect, "neither beneficial nor ha.rm.ful."
DeFleur and Garrett (1970) also conf'inned the finding that
marijuana users have more favorable attitudes toward the drug than do
non-users.

In a series of' questionnaire items reflecting specific

belief's about marijuana effects, marijuana users evaluated the ef'f'ect
as less hannf'ul than did non-users.

While DeFleur and Garrett's

subjects responded to supposedly f'actuaJ. questions such as whether
or not marijuana can be physically harmful, whether or not the drug
is addictive or habit forming and whether or not marijuana can lead

to mental breakdown, the subjects' responses obviously reflected
their attitudes.

There were several statistically significant

differences in the responses of' marijuana users and non-users.

Table

1 presents the major differences DeFleur and Garrett found.
Taken as a whole, DeFleur and Garrett's data indicate that
marijuana is viewed favorably by both users and non-users of' the drug.
However, the trend of' favorable attitudes is stronger among users
than non-users.

The most recent report on the UCLA drug use survey

conf'inned this trend even among non-users.

Hochman and Brill (1973)

reported that only 1% of' the non-users of' marijuana surveyed believed
that the drug produces serious side effects.
In their report which included an initial survey and two year
follow-up, Schaps and Sanders (1970) reported a shift in the nature of'
attitudes of' marijuana users toward their drug.

In the follow-up

study, users tended more to see marijuana as harmless and as a
pleasant intoxicant.

The initial study revealed users' attitudes

toward marijuana that were based on its alleged "magical" properties.
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Table 1
Specific Beliefs About Marijuana.

From DeFleur and Garrett

Users

Item

onUsers

(1970).
p 0
Difference

Marijuana is addictive like opium or heroin
True
False
Ibn't know

O%

13%

a

100%

81%

.o4

O%

6%

a

Use of marijuana is habit forming
True

4.8%

28.2%

.01

False

81.0%

58.5%

.02

Ibn't know

14.2%

13.3%

.45

True

9.5%

35.8%

.oo8

False

85.7%

53.0%

.002

4.8%

ll.2%

.18

True

33·3%

18.0%

.05

False

42.9%

34.6%

.23

Ibn't know

23.8%

47.4%

.02

True

4.8%

14.3%

.11

False

85.7%

59.4%

.001

9.5%

26.3%

.o5

Use of marijuana leads to addiction or opiates

Don't know
Use of marijuana heightens sexual urge

Using marijuana can lead to mental breakdown

D:>n't know
a.

Not computed, due to zero entry.
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This was especially true of heavy users as compared to less frequent
users.

That is, in the 1968 survey, heavy users had based their

favorable attitudes toward w.arijuana on the "constructive" results of
the drug, such as expansion of consciousness and marijuana's leading
to more meaningful communication.

The more casual users of marijuana

had more frankly based their attitudes on the pleasurable aspects of
using marijuana.

In the follow-up survey, even the heavy users cited

the pleasurable aspects of marijuana use.

Schaps and Sanders

attributed the shift away from rationalizations of the beneficial
aspects of marijuana to attitudes based on the pleasant effects of
the drug to the fact that marijuana use was more accepted by 1970 than
it had been even two years earlier.

The more tolerant general

attitude toward marijuana use eliminated the need for elaborate
rationales on the part of users.

While the explanation offered by

Schaps and Sanders seems reasonable and adequate, it is merely
speculative and rests on no real evidence.

Since their surveys

involved only users of marijuana and assessed only the shift in bases
of users' favorable attitudes, Schaps and Sanders were not really in
a position to make statements about attitudes toward marijuana among
the general pop'Ulation.

However, the research of Schaps and Sanders

is consistent with the previous research in indicating, at least for
marijuana users, a shift toward a view of marijuana as harmless.
In a study specifically comparing heavy and casual users of
marijuana, Mirin et al. (1971) found results more similar to the
original Schaps and Sanders (1970) survey.

While the majority of

both the casual and heavy users' groups stressed the pleasurable effects
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of marijuana, the heavy users more often mentioned the more ''magical"
properties of the drug, such as union with a cosmic force, as their
reason for continuing to use marijuana.
Amo and Bittner (1970) confirmed the increasing incidence of

neutral attitudes toward marijuana, at least in one analysis of their
data.

Subjects were asked to respond to the items (such as "I think

that smolci.ng marijuana is harmful") by indicating strong agreement,
agreement, neutrality, disagreement or strong disagreement.

The

highest percentage of responses were neutral on twelve of the fifteen
items on the marijuana attitude questionnaire.

In addition, the items

were divided so that for ten items agreement indicated a "negative
orientation" toward marijuana and for the remaining five items,
agreement indicated "positive orientation."

Dealing with these

categories separately, the average percentage of responses to the
negative orientation items showed the neutral response to be in the
plurality even i f the categories of "strongly agree" and "agree" are
combined

(37.5% vs. )6.1%). Taken simply, this clearly indicates

the predominance of neutral attitudes.

When the five positive

orientation items are considered, the finding of a neutral attitude
as the dominant attitude is less clear.

When the five response

categories from "strongly agree" through "strongly disagree 11 are
considered spearately, the neutral was given roost frequently (32% vs.

29.4% "strongly disagree" as next highest percentage of responses).
However, when the two categories of disagreement are combined, almost
half the subjects

(48.6%) fall into the disagreement category. Since

these were responses to the positive orientation i terns, the disagreement

13
indicates negative attitudes toward marijuana.
Am

and Bittner offered a second possible explanation of their

data which would reject the finding of neutral attitudes as predominant.
The predominance of neutral responses might reflect the subjects'
feelings that the questions were not relevant to their own attitudes.
Thus, the neutral responses might not represent the subjects 1 true
attitudes, but might have been merely a forced choice due to the lack
of personal relevance.

Proceeding on that premise, Amo and Bittner

combined positive responses on all fifteen items and then negative
responses on all items, disregarding the neutral responses.

This

analysis indicated that overall, 42.6% of the subjects held attitudes
against marijuana smoking and 22.7% held attitudes in favor of smoking.
This second analysis is perhaps supported by the pattern of responses
to the positive orientation questions, discussed aoove.
If Amo and Bittner's second analysis is correct, it would
indicate that a plurality of their subjects (students at a midwestern
university) were anti-marijuana smoking.

However, as Amo and Bittner

themselves stressed, no attempt should be made to generalize their
results to other college populations.

Also, as has been stressed

before, it is not possible to generalize their findings to a point
later in time.

At arry rate, it is not clear whether the predominance

of neutral ratings was a forced choice or truly represented the
subjects' attitudes.
In a study done at a Canadian university, Kohn and Mercer (1971)
found that almost three-fourths of their subjects (74.1%) approved
the use of marijuana, while only 1.3.2% opposed its use.

The remaining

14
12. 7% indicated uncertainty.

If it is difficult to generalize from one

American campus to another in terms of drug use and drug use attitudes,
it is certainly more difficult to generalize from a Canadian mrl.versity

to American universities.

Thus, Kohn and Mercer's data cannot be fully

integrated with the previous studies using American college populations.
It is not possible to say whether or not Kohn and Mercer's findings in
fact represent a shift away from the neutral attitude indicated qy
much of the previous research.
Shean and Fechtman (1971) studied a group of college students
who used marijuana as least once weekly.

Of the twenty-seven subjects,

only three reported that on the whole they consider marijuana's
negative effects to outweigh the drug's positive effects.

Among the

more commonly reported positive effects of marijuana use were enhanced
interpersonal sensitivity and awareness, increased personal happiness,
growth and satisfaction with life as well as the drug's aid in
outgrowing middle class values.

The "magical" effect of transcendence

was mentioned b,y only two of the subjects.

Negative effects reported

included depressions following use, paranoid ideas, loss of academic
ambitions and guilt feelings.

With the exception of loss of academic

interest, it seems possible that these negative effects may be the
result of marijuana's illegality rather than effects of the drug itself.
This research confirms the finding of favorable attitudes toward
marijuana among the drug's users and helps delineate the specific
aspects of the drug which its users consider positive.
The available studies indicate that among various college
populations in the United States, the prevalent attitude toward

marijuana is at least neutral and possibly shifting toward more
positive evaluation.

In spite of the hazard in generalizing either

from a college population to non-college populations or even from one
campus to another, considering the number of college campuses sampled,
it is fairly safe to conclude that among college students in this
country, the dominant attitudes toward marijuana are neutral or
positive.
Greden,

¥~rgan,

and Frenkel (1974) recently reported the results

of three annual surveys of a military population.

For the population

sampled, between 1970 and 1972, attitudes toward marijuana became more
favorable.

This follows the trend emerging from the studies of

college students.
One of the most clearly emerging trends from the various college
surveys is the more favorable attitude of marijuana users than non-users
toward the drug.

This becomes especially :iJTiportant in view or the

increasing incidence of marijuana use.

The survey or the National

Commission on Marijuana and Drug Abuse (1972) indicated increased use
of marijuana among non-college as well as college students.

Hochman

and Brill (1973) quoted sources which indicate that the annual increase
in the use of marijuana is as much as 20-30 percent.

In view of these

two trends, it seems reasonable to expect a shift toward more favorable
attitudes toward marijuana.

This shift in attitude should apply to

non-college as well as college populations.
As a point of interest, Lowinger's (1971) survey or
psychiatrists' attitudes toward marijuana deserves mention.

A group

of 163 psychiatrists at an annual American Psychiatric Association
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meeting held in 1968 responded to a questionnaire that included items
intended to assess attitudes toward marijuana.

The trend of the

psychiatrists' responses indicate a neutral or somewhat favorable
attitude.

Only 12% of the respondents believed marijuana use to be a

definite sign of psychopathology, 72% responded that marijuana use
might indicate psychopathology, and the remaining 16% responded that
marijuana use is rarely or never a sign of psychopathology or were
undecided.

The responses to this particular item reflect an

essentially neutral position, with just one-fourth of the respondents
choosing either the favorable or unfavorable extremes.

Another of

the questionnaire items, on the role of marijuana in precipitating
emotional disturbances, yielded somewhat less clear results.

Fifty-

seven percent of the respondents said marijuana "frequently or sometimes"
has a role in precipitating emotional disturbances, while 36% responded
that marijuana "rarely or never" precipitates emotional disturbance.
Since the qualifying statements used in this item, "frequently or
sometimes" and "rarely or not at all" are somewhat ambiguous and each
category seems to allow for a wide range of beliefs, the trend
emerging from responses to this item is less clear.

Perhaps it would

have been clearer i f the categories "frequently" and "sometimes" had
been separated.

Finally, twice as many (42% vs. 21%) psychiatrists

responded that excessive use of marijuana is less dangerous than
excessive use of alcohol than vice versa.

Overall, the psychiatrists 1

responses seem to indicate a neutral to somewhat positive attitude
toward marijuana.
Most of the studies of attitudes toTt.ra.rd marijuana have
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concentrated on attitudes toward the drug itself.

DeFleur and Garrett

(1970) departed from this trend and assessed attitudes or beliefs
about general questions of marijuana effects, such as whether or not
the drug is addictive or whether or not it can lead to mental breakdown.

Beliefs and attitudes about the specific effects of marijuana

have not yet been assessed, with the exception of DeFleur and Garrett's
item on whether or not marijuana increases the sexual urge.
Goode (1970) speculated that on the whole the effects of
marijuana would be rated positively if the ratings were done independent
of the knowledge that they are the effects of marijuana.

However,

once the rater is told that he is rating the effects of marijuana, he
"reinterprets his favorable opinion and decides that the effect is in
actuality insiduous and damaging (p. 153)."
A major purpose of the present researCh is to test Goode's
basic hypothesis.

In doing this, the present study will differ from

the previous studies of attitudes toward marijuana in that it measures
attitudes toward the drug's effects rather than a general attitude
toward the drug itself.
It is reasonable to assume that the validity of Goode's
argument is related to a variety of factors.

A review of the available

research on correlates of general attitudes toward marijuana suggests
variables which are likely to be related to subjects' appraisals of
marijuana effects.
The increased stuqy of marijuana use and attitudes toward its
use has touched many areas; and has included attempts at determining
correlates of marijuana-use attitudes.

Perhaps the major correlate,
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already mentioned, is the subjects' use or non-use of marijuana.
Marijuana users are significantly more likely to have pro-marijuana
attitudes than non-users (DeFleur & Garrett, 1970; Eells, 1968;
Suchma.n, 1968).
Among the areas that have been researched is the relation
between personality and marijuana use attitudes.

Kohn and Mercer

(1971) had their subjects complete the Authoritarianism-Rebellion
Scale in addition to a questionnaire on drug use and attitudes toward
drug use.

The Scale's title is self-descriptive, and Kohn who dev-lsed

it claims "satisfactory reliability" for it.

Unfortunately, the

relevant data on the Scale do not appear in published fom, so it is
not possible to verify Kolm's claims.

The results showed the subjects

scoring high on the rebellious dimension of the Scale were significantly
more likely to approve the use of marijuana then were subjects scoring
high on the authoritarian dimension (p <. .001).
SUchman' s (1968) research was directed primarily at verifying
a connection between What he termed the
use attitudes.

'~ang

loose" ethic and drug

The "hang loose" ethic is characterized by irreverence

and repudiation, or at least serious questioning of traditional and
conventional norms, and is seen as being opposed to the "Protestant
ethic."

In effect, the "hang loose" ethic represents an anti-

establishment position.

Suchman found a significant relationship

II

between measures of the "hang loose" ethic and attitudes toward
marijuana use.

The more a student subscribed to the

'~ang

loose"

ethic, the more likely he was to approve the use of marijuana (p
Adherence to the

·~ng

loose" ethic was measured in terms of

<.

.05).
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anti-establishment behavior, such as participating in mass protests,
non-traditional, political, social and educational values, and selfimage vis a vis the establishment (i.e., if the subject defined himself
as "hippie, 11 "anti-establishment" or ''well-behaved").

All of these

variables were significantly related to approval or disapproval of
marijuana smoking.
Related at least inferrentially to these studies of correlates
of marijuana use attitudes are studies of correlates of actual
marijuana use.

That is, since use or non -use of marijuana is so highly

correlated with marijuana use attitudes it seems reasonable to infer
that variables related to marijuana use will also be related to
marijuana use attitudes.

The studies which have attempted to

demonstrate and assess various demographic characteristics of marijuana
use seem relevant here.
The survey of the National Commission on Marijuana and Drug
Abuse (1972) indicated that marijuana is used in this country by' age
groups from 12 years old through the "over-50 generation."

In spite

of the use of marijuana at almost all age levels, age is considered
one of the major correlates of marijuana use.

The highest concentration

of persons having ever used marijuana is in the age group 16-25, which
includes about half of all "ever users."

The lowest distribution is

among 12-13 year olds and those over 5o.

In each of these categories,

only 6% of the population has ever used marijuana.
national survey must be analyzed with caution.

The Commission 1 s

The survey was

concerned with a single use of marijuana and did not focus on current
use or continued use.

Perhaps more i.mportant is the caution of th13

,:
,

II'

~!I

I''

'.'
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report of the Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare (1972) that
there are great differences in the age distributions of marijuana users
in different geographic regions of the country.

Therefore, the

National Commission's survey represents only the overall national
picture of marijuana use by age, and is not applicable to individual
areas of the country.
As far as use by sex is concerned, Blum (1969b) noted that males
reported marijuana use "somewhat" more frequently than females.

Though

Blum did not report any tests of the significance of the sex differences,
it is apparent that it was not significant (as evidenced by Blum's
choice of adjectives, "somewhat" more frequently).

Kohn and Mercer

(1971) reported no significant difference between males and females
in marijuana use.

Tha National Commission (1972) confirmed the trend

toward equal use of marijuana by males and females, saying that
until recently, twice as many males as females had used it
(marijuana); the most up-to-date studies of high school students,
college age individuals, and young adults carried out by the
Commission indicate that sex differential appears to be diminishing. In many youthful populations use is almost equally
distributed between males and females (p. 32).
The most recent report of the UCLA survey of drug use on that campus
showed women to be using marijuana more than males (Hochman & Brill,
1973).
A great deal of consideration has been given to religious
11

affiliation as a correlate of marijuana use.

The general finding is

an inverse relationship between degree of religious affiliation as
determined by the subjects 1 own reports and marijuana use (Blum, 1969b;
1972). That is, the more deeply religious the subject is, the less
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likely he is to smoke marijuana.

The same type of correlation is

found for attendance at religious services (Blum, 1972; KOhn & Mercer,
1971).

Non-smokers of marijuana report going to organized religious

services at least once per week three times as often as smokers
(Hochman & Brill, 1973).
Marijuana users are more likely than non-users to profess
atheism or agn6sticism (Kohn & Mercer, 1971) or to profess belief in
such non-Western religions as Zen-Buddhism (Carey, 1968) or other
"non-traditional" religions (Hochman & Br:Ul, 1973).

As far as the

traditional Western religions are concerned, marijuana use is
proportionally greater among Jews than among Catholics or Protestants

(mum, l969b; Grossman, Goldstein, & Eiseman, l9n; Hochman & Brill,
1973).

A rather interesting difference between Catholic, Protestant

and Jewish marijuana users emerged in the UCLA survey.

Among Catholic

and Protestant marijuana users, the vast majority discontinue their
religious identification (2/3 of the Catholics, 15/16 of the ·
Protestants) while Jewish marijuana users tend to maintain their
identification as Jews (Hochman & Brill, 1973).

Perhaps as Hochman

and Brill suggested, this finding "probably renects the fact that
being Jewish is more an ethnic than a religious identification today. "
The relation between marijuana use and the use of other drugs,
both legal and illegal, has also been investigated.

This topic is

probably one of the most emotion-laden within the broad marijuana
controversy, the anti-marijuana forces argue that there is a causal
link between use of marijuana and other illegal drugs.

The pro-

marijuana forces adm:i t a correla·Lion between use of marijuana and use
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of other illegal drugs but deny any causal connection.

It is not the

purpose of this paper to take a position either pro- or anti-marijuana.
The current findings will simply be reported, without editorial
evaluation.
Blum (1969c) , on the basis of his survey of five Western
colleges and universities, reported significant intercorrelations
between use of marijuana and the following other drugs: sedatives,
tranquilizers, alcohol, illicit opiates, tobacco, amphetamines,
special substances (such as glue and gasoline) and hallucinogens.
Table 2 presents the Pearson correlations obtained in Blum's survey.
!Do king at the patterns of multiple drug use from a different
perspective revealed that virtually all marijuana users had used
alcohol (99%) and tobacco (94%), and one-third had used sedatives
(33%) or tranquilizers (29%) among the legal drugs.

Among the illegal

drugs, half the marijuana users had also used amphetamines, and onequarter had used hallucinogens (24%).

Only 6% of the marijuana users

reported using opiates.
The major variable which must be considered in analyzing the
association of marijuana use and the u5e of other classes of drugs is
the frequency of the individual's marijuana use.

"The more frequently

a person smokes (marijuana), the more likely he is to use other
drugs (Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare, 1972, p. 30). 11
That is, use of other illicit drugs is likely to be more prevalent

'I

among heavy users or marijuana than among occasional users.
Shick, Smith, and Meyers (1968) 'tvho reported on marijuana use

I.
'I

in a hippie community, raised an additional interesting point.

While
irrl·.

:I

j
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Table 2
Correlations of Marijuana Use and Use of Other Drugs

Drug

r

Sedatives

.11

Tranquilizers

.u

Alcohol

.22

Illicit opiates

.24

Tobacco

-31

Amphetamines

-33

Special substances

.41
.;;;;

Hallucinogens

(Blum, 1969c)
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98% of Shick et al.'s hippie subjects had tried marijuana, one-eighth
had never tried alcohol.

This finding led Shick et al. to suggest

that in their hippie community marijuana was being used as an alcohol
substitute, rather than in conjunction with alcohol.

However, Shick

et al. were careful to warn that "certainly it is dangerous to allude
to a cause and effect relationship between taking marijuana and

decreasing alcohol consumption (p. 56) • " Perhaps the argument that
marijuana can serve as an alcohol substitute gains some credence from
the fact that experimentation with alcohol (and tobacco) has been
found generally to precede marijuana use (Secretary of Health,
Education and Welfare, 1972) rather than being simultaneous with the
marijuana use.
A question of major concern in recent years has been the
possibility of legalizing the use of marijuana.

Not surprisingly,

an individual's attitude on this question is related to his use or
non-use of marijuana.

Eells (1968), in his large sample California

Institute of Technology undergraduates, found that over-all one-fourth

(25.4%) of the respondents favored removing all legal controls on
marijuana, 20.8% favored maintaining the prohibition on possession of
marijuana, and the remaining subjects favored some modifications of
the existing marijuana laws.

The changes advocated were the following:

prohibiting possession only b,y anyone under 18 or 21 years of age

(25.2%), prohibiting or controlling sale and distribution, but not
possession (27.9%) or combinations of the various categories (0.8%).
1.1

Analyzing the responses according to subjects' use or non-use of
marijuana revealed that orJ.y among non-users was there any substantial

Ill

·1~ ,

1,1

1.1.·!.
•I,
,:

,,

1
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sentiment for outright prohibition of marijuana use (35%).

The

strongest trend among casual users of marijuana was to favor controls
over sale and distribution

(34%).

Among heavy users, the majority

(58%) favored outright legalization. Thus, there is a clear pattern
of increasingly lenient view on the legalization question with
increasing frequency of marijuana use.

This pattern was confirmed qy

DeFleur and Garrett's (1970) findings.

They found significantly

greater percentages of users than non-users favored abandoning all
anti-marijuana laws or at least making the laws more lenient (p

< .001

for both) and a significantly larger percentage of non-users than
users favored retaining the existing laws (p.

< .006).

No users

favored making the marijuana laws more strict, but 25% of the non-users
did express this sentiment.

Additionally, DeFleur and Garrett noted

that the marijuana users expressed their opinions on the legalization
question more strongly than did non-users.
Lowinger's (1971) survey of psychiatrists included questions on
attitudes toward legalization of marijuana.

The vast majority of the

respondents favored changing the existing marijuana laws.

Nine per-cent

of the psychiatrists favored more severe anti-marijuana laws, 71%
favored easing or abolishing the laws on sale and possession of
marijuana, with the remainder indicating either that they felt no
change was necessary or that they were undecided.
another item,

54%

In response to

of the ps,ychiatrists responding said marijuana should

be made available with no more restrictions than are currently placed

on alcohol, and

46%

disagreed.

Taking into account the responses to

the first item, it seems clear that among the percentage who did not
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agree that marijuana should be available with only the same restrictions
as alcohol were included a number who favored fewer restrictions on
marijuana than on alcohol.
This brief review suggests several demographic, behavioral and
attitudinal areas which can reasonably be expected to correlate with
ratings of the effects of marijuana.

The present research will include

a questionnaire whose major purpose will be to investigate and assess
these correlations.
In summary, the major purpose of this study is to test the
hypothesis suggested b.1 Goode (1970) that evaluation of the effects
of marijuana will be influenced cy whether or not the subject knows
the effects are those of marijuana.

In accordance with Goode's

speculation, it is hypothesized that subjects told they are rating
the effects of marijuana will rate these effects more negatively than
subjects not knowing they are the effects of marijuana.

This study

will also attempt to assess correlates of these ratings.
Hypotheses
In terms of the primary analysis of variance, a main effect of
knowledge that the drug being rated is marijuana versus no knowledge,
is expected.

Experimental subjects should rate the marijuana effects

significantly more negatively than control subjects.
The following correlations are expected: (a) A high negative
correlation between the subject's degree of religious observence and
his ratings of marijuana.

Also, differences between religious groups

may be found, with Jewish subjects rating the marijuana effects somewhat more liberally.

(b) A moderate positive correlation between use
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of tobacco and/or alcohol and the ratings.

(c) A high positive

correlation between marijuana use and the ratings of marijuana effects.
(d)

A high positive correlation between pro-legalization attitudes

and the ratings.

CHAPTER III
METHOD
Development of the Drug Effects Scale
A list of the major effects of :m.t:trijuana was compiled from both
main bodies of literature on marijuana effects, the laboratory studies
(Clark & Nakashima, 1968; Clark, Hughes, & Nakashima, 1970; Weil,
~inberg,

& Nelsen, 1968) and subjective reports of marijuana users

(Goode, 1970; Tart, 1970).

The reports of the National Commission on

Marijuana and Drug Abuse (1972) and the Secretary of Health, Education
and Welfare (1972), which include both sources were also used.

An

attempt was made to choose the most frequently reported effects and
those effects which were reported in both the laboratory and subjective
studies.

This yielded an initial list of 48 items.

See Appendix I

for these items.
SUbjects rating the pre-experimental drug effect items were
Loyola University undergraduates, participating in research as a
course requirement.

A total of 67 subjects (32 males, 35 females)

rated the items on a nine point scale from extremely negative to
extremely positive and an additional 69 subjects (28 males, 41 females)
rated the same items on a nine point scale of social desirability.
Subjects were run in

group~

and the order of groups was randomly

chosen before any of the subjects_were run.
All subjects were instructed sin;;>ly to rate the items, without
28
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being told anything about the items.

It was assumed that the subjects

would not perceive that the items were effects of marijuana and that
their ratings therefore would not be influenced
toward marijuana.

qy their attitudes

As a check on this, all subjects were asked what

they believed the cause of these effects to be.

If many subjects had

replied that the effects were those of marijuana or some other drugs,
the objectivity of the ratings would be seriously questioned.

In

fact, only 13 of 136 subjects responded that the list was of the effects
of marijuana or other drugs.
On the basis of the negative-positive ratings, the five items
with

mo~t

negative mean ratings, the five most positively rated and

the five items closest to the neutral rating were chosen for the
actual experimental scale.

The other criteria for item selection

were relatively small standard deviations, insignificant sex differences,
and low correlation between negative-positive and social desirability
ratings.

Appendix II contains the fifteen items chosen for the

Drug Effects Scale.
Materials
Eqch of the fifteen items in the Drug Effects Scale was
evaluated on a semantic differential rating scale, employing the
following eight scales, all with high evaluative factor loadings
(Osgood, Suci, & Tannenbaum, 1967, pp.

53

ff.): Good--Bad,

Pleasurable--Painful, Positive--Negative, Beneficial--Harmful,
Safe--Dangerous, Fortunate--Unfortunate,

Useful-~Useless,

Attracting--

Repelling.
I

Only items with maximum loadings on the evaluative factor were
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used because of the close relationship between attitude scores and
the semantic differential evaluative factor.

As Brinton (1969) and

Osgood et al. (1967) pointed out, attitudes imply evaluations and,
therefore, the use of items with maximum loadings on the evaluative
factor is appropriate for attitude scales.
Finally, a nine item questionnaire was also used.

It included

questions on sex, age, education, and religion as well as subjects'
use of various drugs, including marijuana.

The subjects' anonimity

is guaranteed since both the rating scales and questionnaires are
identified only by number.

See Appendix III for the actual

questionnaire.
Procedure
All subjects were given the drug effects items and accompanying
rating scale before the questionnaire.

Administering the questionnaire

first might arouse the suspicions of the control subjects that the
effects they are rating are actually those of marijuana.

A possible

problem with administering the Drug Effects Scale first is that some
experimental subjects might alter their attitude on the question of
legalizing marijuana (questionnaire item #10) as a result of having
been presented with a list of the drug's effects, thereb,y biasing the
questionnaire item.

That is, a subject might previously have been

against legalizing marijuana, because he believed it to be harmful,
but after being presented with a list of rather benign effects of the
drug, he might reconsider and decide that it is all right to legalize
marijuana.

As a check on this possibility, the question on subjects'

attitude toward legalizing marijuana included a request for a brief
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explanation of the reasons for his position.
The experimental subjects were told that the items the,y are to
rate are effects of marijuana smoking.

The control subjects were told

the items are the possible side effects of a new pharmaceutical which
is being developed.

This is the only difference between the

experimental and control conditions.

The remainder of the instructions

were standard semantic differential instructions (Osgood et al., 1967,
pp. 82-84).

All subjects were told to rate each of the fifteen drug

effects items on the semantic differential scales.
Subjects were run in groups, with the order of the experimental
and control groups randomly chosen before the subjects were run.
After completing the rating scales, all subjects answered the
questionnaire.

The rating scales were collected before the

questionnaires were distributed, to prevent subjects from changing
their ratings after answering the questionnaire.
Subjects
Fifty Loyola University undergraduates, participating in
research as a course requirement, served as subjects.
subjects to control or experimental groups was random.

Assignment of
Table 3

presents a description of the control subjects based on the information
obtained from their responses to the questionnaire items.

Table

4

presents the same information for the experimental subjects.

As can

be seen from the tables, the two groups are rather similar.

There are

no significant differences between the two groups for responses to any
of the questionnaire items (chi square for the dichotomous responses,
t-test for others, alpha level

= .05). This equivalence of
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Table 3
Description of Control Subjects

~estionnaire

Responses

Item

1.

sex

Female 11

2.

Age

X = 19.2

Male 14

-

3· Years of education

X = 13.6

4.

Religion

Athiest 4
Jewish 1

Catholic
17
Protestant 3

Degree of religious
observance

Very observant 3
Fairly observant 7
Agnostic 2

Observant 4
Non observant 4
Athiestic 4

Race

Caucasian 19
Oriental 1

7.

Smoke cigarettes

Yes

8.

Number of cigarettes
smoked daily

None N=l7
6-10 N=2
MOr"e than 20 N=l

*9.

Drink alcohol

Yes 18

10.

Amount of drinking

Never 6
Socially 4
Occasionally (not more than 1/wk)
Moderate 4

8

Negro

4

No 17

1-5
lMO

N=2
N=3

No 6

11

11.

Smoke marijuana

Yes 14

12.

Amount of marijuana
smoking

Never 11
Occasionally (not more than 1/wk) 10
Moderate 2
Heavy (daily) 2

*13.

Legalize marijuana

Yes

*N = 24

9

No 11

No 15
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Table 4
Description of Experimental SUbjects

~estionnaire

Item

Responses

1.

Sex

Female 11

2.

Age

X = 18.9

3·

Years of education

4. Religion

Male 14

x = 13.4

Athiest 2
Protestant 1

Catholic 22
Observant 7
Non observant 4
Athiestic 2

5.

Degree of religious
observance

Very observant 2
Fairly observant 8
Agnostic 2

6.

Race

Caucasian 23

Negro

2

7. Smoke cigarettes

Yes 12

8.

Number of cigarettes
smoked daily

None N=l3
1-5 N=3
6-10 N=5
11::20 N=2
11ore than 20 N=2

9.

Drink alcohol

Yes

Amount of drinking

Never 5
Socially 1
Occasionally (not more than 1/wk)
Hoderate 5

10.

20

No 13

No

5

11.

Smoke marijuana

Yes 15

12.

Amount of marijuana
smoking

Never 10
Occasionally (not more than 1/wk)
H.oderste 2
Heavy (daily) 3

Legalize marijuana

Yes 13

14

No 10
I

*13.

No 11

i

10
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experimental and control groups is especially important for the last
three questionnaire items, use of marijuana, extent of use and
attitude toward legalization of marijuana since these variables are
most likely to influence the ratings of marijuana effects.
As nti.ght be expected in a sample drmm from the student
population of a Catholic universit,y, the subjects are almost exclusively
Catholic.

Also, the subjects are predominately Caucasian, an average

of approximately nineteen years of age, and freshmen or sophomores.
There are somewhat more male than female subjects in each group.

i;

CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

Analysis of Variance
The data were subjected to a 2 x 3 x

5x 8

analysis of variance.

The variables of interest are experimental-control treatments,
positive-neutral-negative groupings of items, five individual items
1-Ji thin each of the groupings, and the eight semantic differential

scales.

There were repeated measures on all but the first factor.

The main effect of experimental 'versus control treatments was nonsignificant (F< 1).

Thus, the hypothesis that knowledge that the

effects being rated are marijuana effects will influence the ratings
was not confirmed across all items.
The main effect of item groupings was highly significant
(F

= 106.57, E. < .001). Since the items were grouped in accordance

with pre-experimental ratings, this finding was to be expected and
supports the validity of the pre-experimental ratings.
There were no significant mean differences among any of the
eight semantic differential scales for either experimental or control
groups (Duncan's Multiple Range Test, E.> .05).

Nor were there any

significant mean differences between experimental and control groups
on ratings for any of the semantic differential scales (Duncan's test,

E.> .05).

These findings indicate that it is valid to combine ratings

on the eight semantic differential scales to yield a single measure
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of attitude.
The most important interaction is that o.f Treatments x Item
Groupings x Individual Items, which was significant beyond the .001
level (F

= 6.68,

d.f

= 8,

192).

Duncan's Multiple Range Test was

performed to compare the mean ratings o.f experimental and control
subjects .for each of the .fifteen items.
o.f the Duncan's test.

Table

5 contains

the results

In reading the table it must be kept in mind

that a lower number indicates a more positive rating.

From Table

5

it can be seen that .for none of the .five neutral items was there a
significant difference between experimental and control subjects'
ratings.

Among the positive items, three were rated significantly

more positively by the control subjects.

Three o.f the .five negative

items were also rated significantly differently by experimental and
control subjects.

For each of the three items, experimental subjects

rated the item less negatively than control subjects.
Thus there is an interaction effect such that several preexperimentally rated positive items are rated significantly less
positive when they are identified as marijuana effects and preexperimentally rated negative items are rated more positive when
identified as marijuana effects than when identified as possible
pharmaceutical side effects.
For each o.f the six i terns on which experimental and control
subjects differed significantly, the ratings of the experimental
subjects were divided into marijuana users' and non-users' ratings,
on the basis of questionnaire responses and the mean ratings were
compared.

The only item on which users' and non-users' ratings
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Table

5

Mean Ratings* on All :!Xperimental Items
and Results of Duncan's Test

Exp.
Ss

Control
Ss

Positive Items

1.
2.

3·
4.
5.

3.875

2.195

.001

4.325
2.975

2.235
2.295

N.s.

5.305
3.65o

5.470
1.835

4.026

2.806

5-355
4.935
3·930
5.330
5.245

5.380
6.460
5.300
5-990
6.355

4.959

5.897

4.705
5.525
6.480
3.215
3-470

4.805
5.840
7.255
3-395
3.860

Total

4.624

5.031

Total of All Items

4.536

4.578

Feel more relaxed
Feeling of more efficient
problem solving
Sexual orgasm has new qualities
More aware of beating of
own heart
Feel secure, self confident
Total

.001
N.s.

.001

Negative Items

1. Crave sweets
2. Moods exaggerated
3· Feel very powerful

4.

5.

Little thought to future
Feel diz~y
Total

N.s.

.001
.011

N.S.

.01

Neutral Items

1. Talk a lot less
2.

3.
4.

s.

Enjoy eating more
Shortened memory span
Sexual drive increased
Inhibitions lowered

*All eight semantic differential scales combined.
numbers indicate more positive ratings.

Lower

N.S.
N.S.
N.s.
N.s.
N.S.

differed significantly was the last of the high items,
self confident" (t

= 2.07, E.=

'~eel

For all other items,

.0)).

secure,

~ratios

were nonsignificant.
Correlations
Table 6 presents the intercorrelations among all questionnaire
items for all fifty subjects combined.
several of interest and importance.

Among the correlations are

The highest correlation is

between smoking marijuana and attitude on the question of legalizing
marijuana (r

=

.)2, E.

< .001). Amount of marijuana smoked is also

significantly correlated with opinion on the legalization question,
but to a lesser degree than smoking marijuana (r

= .41, E.< .01).

Smoking cigarettes and the number of cigarettes smoked daily are both
significantly correlated with smoking marijuana and amount of marijuana
smoked, but neither is significantly correlated with attitude toward
legalization of marijuana.

Alcohol drinking and amount of drinking

are not significantly correlated with any of the three marijuana
related variables, i.e., smoking, amount of smoking and attitude toward
legalization.

Degree of religious observance is negatively correlated

with all three marijuana related variables.
Tables 7-9 present the correlations between selected questionnaire items and experimental subjects' ratings for all fifteen items.
Of the original questionnaire items, nine are correlated with
experimental subjects' ratings of the marijuana effects.

The remaining

four questionnaire items (age, years of education, religion, and race)
are not included in the tables because of the very limited range of
responses to these questionnaire items.

All correlations are between

Table 6
Intercorrelations of l-JUestionnaire Items for Total Sample (N=

Sex

Sex

• 3489 1. 0000

Yrs Ed

.2506

Degree
Rel Obs
Race

l

~

---

Yrs Ed

Rel

Race

Smoke
Cig

Amt Smo
Cig

:'kink
Alco

Amt Dr
Alco

Srno
lvJa.ri

Amt Smo
Hari

Significant Correlations:

.6137 1.0000

.05
.01
.001

-.1226 -.2703 -.1680 1.0000
.0077

.0789

.0051

.6301 1.0000

-.1428 -.2765

.0306

.0795 -.1989 1.0000

r
r
r

=

.291-t)

= .3613

= .4519
\,...)

'0

Smoke
Cig

.o658

.oooo -.o976 -.2389 -.2845

Amt Smo
Cig

.1321

.0893 -.0255 -.2208 -.3164 -.1244

.8710 1.0000

Dr Alco

.1612

.1443 -.0399

.1756

.o547 -.4017

.oooo

.o464 1.oooo

Amt
Dr Alco

.3071

.2418

.1495

.0698 -.3470

.0940

.1126

.8061 1.0000

Smo Mari

.0987

.0000 -.2287

.2867 -.4128

.0196

.4167

.3913

.1021

.0769 1.0000

-~t sm M

.2321

.1241 -.o674 -.2214 -.3883

.o494

.4125

.4573

.2042

.2575

.o66o

.0000

.0059 -.2136 -.3694

.o6o6

.2433

.1773 -.1490 -.1162

Leg llari

==-----~-------=---

Leg
Hari

1.0000

Age

Rel

I

Age

Degree
Rel Obs

So)

.0757

-.0196 1.oooo

.7723 1.oooo
.5169

.4099 1.0000
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Table 7
Correlations between Sex and Degree of Religious Observance
and Ratings of Marijuana Effects
for Experimental Subjects (N

= 25)

Rel. Obs.

Sex

Item

1. Feel more relaxed

.3190

-·3771

-.0027

-.4651

-.0620

-.3647

.0897

-.0375

.1621

-.1462

Crave sweets

-.0757

.2138

7. MOods exaggerated

.2972

-.J061+

8. Feel very powerful

-.1379

-.0287

.1518

-.2016

10. Feel dizzy

.0092

-.2595

11. Talk a lot less

.0793

-.2576

-.3608

.1309

.1155

-.3243

.0591

-.4694

-.2146

-.2731

2. Feeling of more efficient
problem solving

3· Sexual orgasm has new qualities
4. More aware of beating of
own heart

5. Feel secure, self confident
6.

9.

Little thought to future

12. Enjoy eating more
1,3.

Shortened memory span

14. Sexual drive increased
15. Inhibitions lowered
Significant values of r

.05

r

= ·3379

.01

r

= .5169

I

,I

Table 8
Correlations between Tobacco or Alcohol Use
and Ratings of Marijuana Effects
for Experimental Subjects (N = 25)

Item

Smoke
Cig •

Amt.
Smoke

Drink

Amt.
Drink

1.

Feel more relaxed

•4034

-3723

-.2249

-.1791

2.

Feeling of more efficient
problem solving

-3110

.1529

-.2270

-.1943

3·

Sexual orgasm has new qualities

.4o85

.4209 . -.0604

.0021

4.

More aware of beating of
own heart

.1451

.0422

.0639

.1230

5.

Feel secure, self confident

.4S79

.4271

-.0061

.oo58

6.

Crave sweets

-.1092

-.3lll

-3981

.3089

7.

Moods exaggerated

.3031

.2256

.0827

.0344

8.

Feel very powerful

.4228

.2428

.2539

.3936

9.

Little thought to future

-.0710

.oo54

.1238

.ossa

.0614

-.0200

.1327

.1Sl9

-.1068

-.0833

-.1079

-.1647

10.

Feel dizzy

n.

Talk a lot less

I

12.

Enjoy eating more

.1026

.1188

.2S77

-3703

13.

Shortened memory span

-.0649

.0873

.0094

.0336

14.

Sexual drive increased

.5638

.5770

-.0736

.0206

15.

Inhibitions lowered

.3810

.3049

.1599

.32S3

Significant values of r

.os

r = -3379

.01

r

= .5169

i
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Table 9
Correlations between Marijuana Related Variables
and Ratings of Marijuana Effects
for Experimental Subjects (N

= 25)

Smoke
Marijuana

Amount
Smoked

Legalize

.5216

.3575

.5026

Feeling of more efficient
problem solving

.1991

-.0386

.1605

Sexual orgasm has new qualities

.6533

.5207

.4590

own heart

.0967

.1891

.4559

5.

Feel secure, self confident

.6777

.5822

.5098

6.

Crave sweets

.1123

.0230

.2896

7. Moods exaggerated

.5893

.4154

.6424

8. Feel ver,y powerful

.5093

.5770

·3795

9. Little thought

.1702

.0119

.3636

10. Feel dizzy

.54W.

.4631

.5176

11. Talk a lot less

.2309

.2334

.4659

12.

Enjoy eating more

.1383

.1074

.1614

13.

Shortened mem.or,y span

.2161

.2174

-3113

14.

Sexual drive increased

.7454

.6531

.4912

15.

Inhibitions lowered

.6747

.6597

.3828

Item

1. Feel more relaxed
2.
3·

4. More aware of beating of

to future

Significant values of r

.05

r

= ·3379

.01

r

= .5169

.001

r

= .630h
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the questionnaire items and combined rating on all eight semantic
differential scales for each of the drug effects items.
Table 7 presents the correlations with sex and degree of
religious observance.

For the correlations with sex, a positive

correlation indicates higher ratings qy women and negative correlation
higher ratings qy men.

The only item whose ratings are significantly

correlated with sex is "Enjoy eating more."
item more positively than females.

Males tend to rate this

No doubt this is due to females'

greater concern with their figures.
Degree of religious observance correlates significantly with
four of the fifteen items.

As would be expected, the direction of

these correlations is negative.

The more religiously observant a

subject considers himself, the less positively he will evaluate
marijuana effects.
Table 8 presents the correlations between use of tobacco or
alcohol and ratings of marijuana effects.

Ratings for six of the

fifteen items are significantly correlated with the subjects' use or
non-use of tobacco, but only four of these are significantly correlated
with the number of cigarettes smoked.

For only one item are ratings

significantly correlated with use of alcohol, while ratings for two items
are significantly correlated with amount of alcohol used.
Table 9 presents the correlation between ratings and the three
marijuana related questionnaire items, use or non-use of marijuana,
amount of marijuana used and attitude on the legalization issue.

As

was expected, these questionnaire variables yield the most significant
correlations with

ratiP~s

of marijuana effects as well as the
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correlations of greatest magnitude.

Both use of marijuana and amount

of marijuana used correlate significantly positively with ratings for
eight of the fifteen marijuana effects.

These

tw~

variables correlate

with the same eight items and with one exception the magnitude of the
correlation is greater for the dichotomy use--non-use of marijuana than
for the degree of marijuana use.

There are significant positive

correlations between ratings and favoring legalization of marijuana
for eleven of the items.

CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION
Ratings of the Marijuana Effects
As stated in the Introduction, one of the major purposes of the
present research is to present an evaluation of specific marijuana
effects.

Table

5 contains

the ratings

qy the 25 experimental subjects

for the fifteen marijuana effects included in the rating scales.

The

ratings presented in the table are the mean ratings for each item on
all eight semantic differential scales combined.

Each of the semantic

differential scales was rated from one to nine, with the lower numbers
representing more favorable ratings.
It can be seen from Table

5 that

e~reme

ratings were avoided.

The range of mean ratings is from 3, corresponding to a description
of the effect as "positive" to
negative."

6.5,

corresponding to "moderately

The fifteen items used in the rating scales were selected

on the basis of pre-experimental ratings and include the five most
positively rated items, the five most negatively rated items and the
five items rated closest to the neutral point.

In the pre-experimental

ratings the items were not identified as marijuana effects.

The

experimental ratings show a trend of regression toward the mean when
the items are identified as marijuana effects.

In fact, the ratings

of the experimental group for the negative items are more

close~

clustered around the neutral rating than their ratings for the
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neutral items.

Four of the five negative items were rated within

roughly one-third of a point of the neutral rating (5.0) and the
remaining item was rated just over one point above the neutral
rating.

For the pre-experimentally neutral items the ratings for

only two of the items remained within half a point of the neutral
rating, two items were rated one and a half points more positively
and the remaining item was rated one and a half points more
negatively.
The trend of studies of general attitudes toward marijuana
at various American universities indicates that attitudes are neutral
or somerrhat positive.

The present data indicate that this pattern

is followed when specific marijuana effects are being evaluated as
well.
The two most positively rated items relate to sexual activity.
The two items are "Sexual orgasm has new qualities" and "Sexual
drive is increased." Marijuana has sometimes been considered an
aphrodisac (Bloomquist, 1971; Reuben, 1971).

Whether or not this is

true, marijuana has frequently been reported to have effects on sexual
activity and these items are evaluated as very positive effects of
the drug.
Bloomquist (1971) extended the discussion of the sexual issue
in marijuana.

His suggestion is that in populations other than

students, the alleged influence of marijuana on sexual activity would
be evaluated negatively.

"For some other people the mere suggestion

that a sex-grass connection exists is enough to make them anti-cannabis
(Bloomquist, 1971, p. 297)." Yet the same author also suggested the
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possibility that "the promise of this sudden freedom in sexual behavior
and enjoyment may produce a relatively dramatic change in the attitude
of many now conservative Americans toward constrictive laws against
pot (p. 298), 11 a change in favor of marijuana.

It would be of interest

to measure the attitude of groups of adults on the marijuana-sex issue
and to try to assess the relationship of this attitude to opinions
on the question of legalization of marijuana.
The remaining items rated at least one full point above neutral
seem, at least loosely, to be social or personal in nature.

Included

in this group (from highest to lowest evaluation) are the following
marijuana effects: "In.'11.ibitions lowered," "Feel more secure, self
confident," "Feel more relaxed," and "Feel very powerful." Social
effects of marijuana such as these have frequently been reported in
subjective accounts of marijuana effects (e.g., Goode, 1970; Tart,
1970).

The present findings indicate that social-personal effects of

marijuana are considered positive effects of the drug.
Shean and Fechtman (1971) had student marijuana users write
essays on the changes they had experienced as a result of marijuana
use.

The most frequently reported changes were of a social nature,

such as "enhanced interpersonal sensitivity" or of a personal nature,
such as "increased personal happiness and satisfaction with life."
The implication of these responses is that social-personal aspects of
marijuana are its most highly regarded effects.

This implication

is supported by the data.
The items clustered around the neutral ratings are more difficult
to categorize.

They includp physical effects (e.g., "More aware of
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beating of o'!tm heart," "Feel dizzy") and some personal effects (e.g.,
"Moods exaggerated,rr "Little thought to future").
It has been suggested that among marijuana effects the psychic
effects are considered most favorable and "the physical effects are
considered the price one has to pay for the emotional and mental trip
and generally ignored (Bloomquist, 1971, p. 89)." The current
evaluations of fifteen marijuana effects validate this suggestion.
The list of fifteen effects of

w~ijuana

can be divided into ten

psychic and five physical effects (if sexual orgasm is included as a
psychic rather than physical effect).

The seven most positively rated

items are all psychic effects, indicating that in fact marijuana's
psychic effects are regarded more positively than its physical
effects.
In summary, most of the marijuana effects were rated as neutral.
Only a single marijuana effect was rated even as low as "moderately
negative." The marijuana effects rated positively are the drug's
effect on sexual activity and its social personal effects.

Also,

psychic effects of marijuana were evaluated more favorably than
physical effects.
Goode's HY?othesis
The main effect of knowledge that the items being rated are
marijuana effects versus no knowledge was not significant.

Thus,

Goode's (1970) hypothesis that overall marijuana effects would be
rated more negatively when identified as marijuana effects than when
not identified as such was not confirmed.
The significant inter·tction effect, as noted in the Results
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Section, was due to significantly different ratings b,r experimental
and control subjects on six of the fifteen items.

Experimental subjects

rated three of the five positive items significantly less positive and
three of the five negative items significantly more positive than the
control subjects.

Since the experimental subjects' ratings for the

positive items were in the positive direction but closer to the neutral
point than the control subjects' ratings, it seems more correct to
describe these ratings as "less positive" rather than "more negative"
than control subjects' ratings.

Two of the three negative items for

which there were significant differences between experimental and
control subjects' ratings ivere rated positively by experimental subjects
(though one only slightly above the neutral rating) and negatively qy
control subjects.

The third item was rated less negatively qy

experimental than control subjects.
Goode (1970) speculated that knowledge that an item being rated
was an effect of marijuana would lead to a negative re-evaluation of
the item.

This negative re-evaluation was evident only for the

pre-experimentally positive items and even there, as noted, it is
more correct to say that the direction is less positive rather than
negative.

The trend for the pre-experimentally negative items runs

counter to the direction predicted by Goode.

Thus the data indicate

that knowledge that an item is a marijuana effect influences ratings
of that item, as Goode suggested, but the direction of that influence
is not negative, contrary to Goode's hypothesis.
Goode's hypothesis no doubt arose out of the marijuana
controversy.

In another work, Goode (1969) had asserted that the

ji

5o
arguments over marijuana effects were not factual arguments of what
are or are not nl.C:ti'ijuana effects but value arguments,
effects are good or bad.
that he is

ratiP~

~rhether

these

The hypothesis tha.t knowledge of the subject

marijuana effects will influence his ratings is a

logical extension of Goode's categorization of the marijuana controversy.
It seems reasonable that Goode's prediction of a negative
re-evaluation of marijuana effects with knowledge that they are
marijuana effects is the result of an implicit assumption that the
average subject would be anti-marijuana.

If the typical subject were

pro-marijuana, knowing that he is rating marijuana effects should, if
anything, enhance the ratings.
Proceeding on the premise that Goode's hypothesis is based on
the implicit assumption of prevalence of anti-marijuana feeling, the
failure of the present data to confirm the hypothesis is understandable.
As has been stated, the trend, at least in American universities is
toward marijuana.

There seems to be little anti-marijuana feeling

among American college students today.

Thus, while the implicit

assumption of anti-marijuana feelings may have been true a few years
ago, it is no longer true, at least for populations of college students.
Perhaps among groups other than college students there is still
significant anti-marijuana sentiment.

In such populations the negative

re-evaluation suggested by Goode would be more likely.

The experimenter

would speculate that an adult middle aged population would be likely
to follow the pattern suggested by Goode.
If the direction of the predicted re-evaluation of marijuana

effects is disregarded, Goode's hypothesis simply states that marijuana
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effects will not be evaluated objectively.
this lack of objectivity.

The present data confirm

Perhaps after having documented the

subjectivity of evaluations of marijuana even in the "s9ientii"ic 11
study of the drug, it is not surprising to find a similar lack of
objectivity among a group of college students evaluating marijuana
effects.
The mean ratings b,y marijuana users and non-users differed
significantly for only one of the six items on which there were also
significant experimental-control group differences.

Therefore it

seems clear that the lack of objective evaluation of marijuana effects
is not the result of marijuana use or non-use.

It is likely that this

subjectivity is another aspect of the marijuana "mythology" (Oursler,
1968).

In these terms, the marijuana "myth" held by college students

is that marijuana is good.

The same "myth" requires that particular

marijuana effects also be considered "good."
Marijuana in contemporary American society is much more than a
drug, it is an issue.

It is an issue which can identify which side

of the generation gap one is on or whether one is liberal of conservative.

Perhaps marijuana also indicates whether one accepts or

rejects the Protestant Ethic (cr., buchman, 1968).

It may be that

these issues are now largely autonomous of marijuana's status as an
illegal drug and that marijuana is now viewed more in terms of these
issues than as a drug.

If this is true it would tend to restrict

the degree of objectivity in the stuqy of marijuana.

Correlations
Among the intercorrelations of the questionnaire items, the
correlations between subject's use or non-use of marijuana and the
remaining variables are of most interest.

Generally the patterns of

correlates of :marijuana use in the present sample of Loyola University
students follow the patterns indicated in previous research.
Smoking marijuana is significantly positively correlated with
smoking tobacco and amount of tobacco used.

This follows the findings

of surveys of various universities as reported b.1 Blum (1969c).
Alcohol use and amount of alcohol use are not significantly correlated
with marijuana use.

In the surveys reported by mum there were

somewhat low but significant correlations between marijuana and alcohol
use.
The report of the Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare
(1972) had suggested that the important variable to be considered in
correlations of marijuana use and other drug use is the frequency of
marijuana use.

The suggestion is that the more often an individual

uses marijuana the more likely he is to use other drugs.

The present

data point to this trend as far as tobacco and alcohol use is concerned.
Smoking cigarettes is equally correlated with use of marijuana and
frequency of marijuana use, but frequency of cigarette smoking, use of
alcohol and frequency of alcohol use are all more highly correlated
with frequency of marijuana use.

However, the

correlation~

between

alcohol use, frequency of alcohol use and marijuana use are still short
of statistical significance.

Therefore the most that can be said is
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that the trend of these correlations follows the trend indicated in the
report of the Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare.

The

questionnaire did not include an item on the subjects' use of illegal
drugs other than marijuana.
The correlation between sex and marijuana is not significant.
The percentages of male and female marijuana users in the present
sample are virtually equal

(59;~

vs. 54%) • These findings follow

the pattern indicated by mum (1969b), Kohn and Mercer (1971) and
the National Commission on Marijuana Use (1972) of no sex differences
in use of marijuana.
Subjects' reports of their own degree of religious observance
are significantly negatively correlated with marijuana use and
frequency of marijuana use.

Again, this finding is consistent with the

findings of previous studies (Blum, 1969b; 197L).

The implication is

that a high level of religious observance and marijuana use are at
least somewhat incompatible.

On the basis of the present data this

assertion can be made only for Catholics, who constitute the majority
of subjects.

Previous research suggests that this assertion may be

equally true for Protestants, less true for Jews (Blum, 1969b;
Grossman, Goldstein, & Eiseman, 1971; Hochman & Brill, 1973), and not
true for those indicating affiliation with non-western (Carey, 1968)
or "non-traditional" religions (Hochman

&

Brill, 1973).

Attitude to·ward legalization of marijuana is negatively
correlated with degree of religious observance.

If, as just suggested,

marijuana use is incompatible with a high level of religious
observance it is reasonable to expect that favoring legalization of
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marijuana is also incompatible with a high level of religious
observance.
Both marijuana use and frequency of marijuana use are positively
correlated with favoring legalization of marijuana.

Interestingly,

favoring legalization is more highly correlated with marijuana use than
with frequency of use.

Also of interest is the fact that eight

marijuana users indicated they were against legalizing marijuana.

The

questionnaire also asked subjects to briefly explain the reasons for
their attitudes on the legalization question.

Those users of

marijuana who did not favor legalizing marijuana basically indicated
that they had free access to the drug even though it is illegal and
therefore saw no need to legalize it.

The questionnaire item on

legalization of marijuana was stated as a dichotomous choice and did
not allow for different viewpoints within the legalization question,
such as favoring legalization of possession but not sale of marijuana.
SUch studies as Eells (1968) and DeFleur and Garrett (1970) allowed for
these distinctions within pro-legalization attitudes.

While not

directly comparable, the present results follow the trend of more
lenient attitudes toward legalization among marijuana users than
non-users.
Hogan, Mankin, Conway, and Fox (1970) divided the category of
non-users of marijuana into ordinary and "principled" non-users.

A

principled non-user of marijuana is one who indicated he had not used
marijuana and would never use it.

It would have been of interest to

divide the subjects in this research into ordinary and principled nonusers for the purposes of correlations, but the relevant questionnaire
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item did not allow for this distinction among non-users.
The experimenter would

h~ve

liked to include a questionnaire

item related to risk-taking behavior as Rouse and Ewing (1973) did.
It is this experimenter's speculation that the typical marijuana user
would be more reluctant to use some other drug about which he knew as
little as is known about the long range effects of

ma.rij~na.

This

hypothesis seems simply another aspect of the lack of objectivity
where marijuana is concerned.

However, it was not possible to include

a risk-taking item in the questionnaire.
As far as the correlations between questionnaire items and
ratings of the marijuana effects are concerned, those of most interest
are the correlations between the marijuana related questionnaire items
and the ratings.

Ratings for eleven of the fifteen marijuana effects

are significantly positively correlated with favoring legalization of
marijuana.

This is the highest number of significant correlations for

any of the questionnaire items.

It is not surprising that attitude

on legalizing marijuana should be the major correlate of evaluations
of marijuana effects.

It is reasonable to expect that a pro-

legalization attitude will be the result of the belief that
effects are not harmful.

~ijuana

The number of significant correlations

between evaluations of marijuana effects and pro-legalization attitude
confirms this expectation.

Additional support comes from subjects'

frequent explanations of their pro-legalization opinions.

Most often

subjects simply stated that they considered marijuana's effects to be
essentially harmless and therefore saw no need to prohibit the drug's
use.
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still it is hazardous to infer causal connections from
correlational data.

It seems equally possible that a pro-legalization

stand on marijuana inclines an individual to favorably rea.ppraise a
particular marijuana effect.

That is, in general it seems likely that

a favorable (or at least not unfavorable) evaluation of marijuana
effects precedes the decision to favor legalizing the drug.
the individual has accepted the

pro-legalizat~on

But once

position he may feel

compelled to view all marijuana effects as not unfavorable and will
positively re-evaluate particular effects.
This last argument seems essentially to be a cognitive dissonance
analysis.

Favoring legalization of marijuana and considering a

particular marijuana effect to be harmful or bad may arouse dissonance.
Cognitive consistency can be re-established b.1 changing the attitude
toward legalization or by changing the evaluation of the particular
marijuana effect.

What is suggested is that subjects will find it

easier to change the cognition related to the particular effect than
the cognition related to attitude toward legalization.
Both marijuana use and amount of marijuana use have significant
positive correlations with eight of the fifteen marijuana effects
evaluated.

It is interesting to note that there are more significant

correlations between evaluation of marijuana effects and opinion on
the legalization issue than between evaluations and marijuana use or
extent of use.

As was previously mentioned, use or non-use of

marijuana is not consistently related to attitude on the legalization
issue.

Some marijuana users were not in favor of legalization,

basically because they felt they did not need legalization.
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Conversely, some non-users of marijuana favored legalization.

Eells

(1968) in a survey of a college population and Rouse and Ewing (1973)
in a survey of female college students found that a small minority
(28% & 13.9% respectively) of subjects who did not use marijuana
offered the drug's harmful effects as their major reason for not using
the drug.

Most frequently the reason for not using marijuana was

lack of interest (24% of Rouse and Ewing's subjects, 48.2% of Eells
subjects) or lack of need or purpose (18% of Rouse and Ewing's subjects)
in using the drug.

Another explanation for non-use of marijuana was

its current illegal status, offered by 17% of Rouse and :Ewing 1 s
subjects.

Eells further analyzed this explanation of non-use of

marijuana, and found 11.3% of his subjects considered the prohibition
on use of marijuana a practical obstacle to their use of marijuana.
That is, these subjects were unwilling to risk involvement with an
illegal drug.

For 8. 2% of the subjects marijuana 1 s illegality

prevented them from using the drug as a matter of principle.
For these reasons, use or non-use of marijuana is not a clear
indication of what position an individual will take on the question
of legalization of marijuana.

An individual

may

consider marijuana 1s

effects favorable and therefore favor legalization, but still not be
interested in using marijuana himself.

This is at least one possible

implication of the difference between the number of items correlating
significantly with marijuana use and with legalization attitude.
The finding of significant positive correlations between
marijuana use, frequency of use and evaluation of specific marijuana
effects also follows the findings of previous research.

As has been
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noted in other research, unlike users of alcohol or hard drugs, the
marijuana user has positive attitudes toward the drug
1971; Hochman & Brill, 1973).

(Bloom~uist,

The present research helps extend the

validity of this statement to attitudes toward specific marij'll.Cl.na
effects as well as the more global evaluation of marijuana.
Analyzing the items in terms of Bloomquist's (1971) distinction
between psychic and physical effects of marijuana shows that seven
of the eight effects whose ratings are significantly correlated with
marijuana use and

I

fre~uency

of use are psychic effects.

seem to lend further support to the validity of

This would

Bloom~uist 1 s

formulation.
Ratings for the same eight marijuana effects are correlated
significantly with responses to the questionnaire item on use or
non-use of marijuana and responses to the item on frequency of marijuana
use.

For seven of these eight items the magnitude of the correlations

with the use--non-use item are greater than the correlations with
frequency of use.

Perhaps the implication is that, at least for the

specific selection of marijuana effects evaluated, a subject having
once used marijuana is as likely as a more regular user to consider
the drug's effects positive.
The suggestion was made earlier in this paper that variables
which are significantly correlated with marijuana use will also be
correlated with attitudes toward marijuana effects.

The data provide

at least moderate support for this suggestion.
Sex is not a correlate of marijuana use for the subjects used
in this stuqy, and there is only one item whose rating was

I
,, I

'I
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significantly correlated with sex.

This item was "Enjoy eating a lot

more" and it is likely that females evaluated this particular effect
of marijuana more negatively because of greater concern with having a
trim figure.
Religious affiliation and more particularly degree of religious

l

I

observance are negatively correlated with marijuana use, therefore
significant negative correlations with ratings of the marijuana
effects were expected.

While the correlations between evaluation of

marijuana effects and religious affiliation are negative as expected,
only four correlations were significant.

Given the correlation

between marijuana use and religious ohservance, perhaps one would
expect more than four of fifteen items to be significantly correlated
with religious observance.
In the present research neither alcohol use nor extent of
alcohol use was significantly correlated with use of marijuana.
Significant correlations between these two variables and ratings of
marijuana effects would therefore not be expected.

Ratings for only

one of the marijuana effects was significantly correlated with drinking
alcohol and only two items were significantly correlated with extent
of alcohol use, consistent with the expectation.
Tobacco use and frequency of tobacco use are significantly
correlated with marijuana use for the present subject.

These variaOles

are significantly correlated with ratings on six and four of the
marijuana effects, respectively.

Again how many of the fifteen items

would be expected to be significantly correlated with these variables
is open to question.

',,

60
On the whole, the trend of the data does seem to offer some
support to the suggestion that correlates of marijuana use will
also correlate with attitudes toward marijuana, and in particular
toward marijuana effects.
The two marijuana effects on sexual activity, increasing sex
drive and enhancing the quality of sexual orgasm, are among the items
with significant negative correlations with degree of religious
affiliation.

This relationship is consistent with the finding that

the more religious a person is the more likely he is to be conservative
in sexual attitudes and behavior (Athanasiou, Shaver & Tavris, 1970).
Athanasiou et al. made this conclusion on the basis of a survey of
~o,ooo

readers of a popular psychology magazine.

While this sample is

more liberal than the general population, the authors argued that if
anything this relationship between religious affiliation and sexual
attitudes would be stronger in a more conservative population.

The

strength of the relationship between religious affiliation and sexual
attitudes and behavior is so great that Athanasiou et al. could assert
that "knowing only one thing about a person - how religious he is allows one to make an excellent guess about many of his sexual attitudes
and experiences (p. 4.5). 11

Based upon this finding, it is readily

understandable why there is a significant negative correlation between
religious affiliation and evaluation of marijuana's reported effects
on sexual behavior.
The remaining two correlations between degree of religious
observance and marijuana effects reflect a more general religious
orientation.

As 8tarkey (1969) has noted, a strong religious
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affiliation inclines one to be against "chemical comforters as a
substitute for coping" and against using "consciousness dimming drugs
to obtain a brief 'vacation' from anxiety, inner conflicts and
responsibility."

That is, while the religiously observant person

might consider the effect positive, he is likely to consider the use
of a drug, in this case marijuana, to achie.ve this effect as
unacceptable.
Among the special marijuana effects whose evaluations are
positively correlated with smoking tobacco and amount of tobacco used
are those related to marijuana's anxiety reducing and relaxing
properties.

This is consistent with the finding that the most frequent

motivation for smoking tobacco is the desire to reduce anxiety or
tension (Matarazzo & Saslow, 1960) and to relax (McKennell, 1970).

If

the cigarette smoker uses tobacco primarily to relax and to reduce
anxiety, it is likely that he would consider these effects positive
aspects of other drugs as well.
Conclusions
Two restrictions on the generalizability
must be stressed.

~f

the present findings

First, the results are applicable only to the

population studied, Loyola University students.

As has been noted in

this paper, it is not valid to generalize from one college population
to another.

second, the fifteen drug effects evaluated are selected

marijuana effects, and should not be considered representative of all
marijuana effects.

As such, the present findings cannot validly be

extended to evaluations of other marijuana effects.
For the population studied and the specific marijuana effects
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evaluated, the following points have been supported by the present
data:
1.

Evaluation of marijuana effects is not objective.

2.

The marijuana effects studied are evaluated neutrally or

positively.

3. Psychic effects of marijuana are considered more positive
than the drug's physical effects.

4.

The most positively evaluated effects of marijuana are its

alleged effects on sexual behavior, increasing sexual drive and
enhancing sexual orgasm.

5.

Marijuana use is positively correlated with tobacco use and

frequenc,y of tobacco use but not with alcohol use or sex of subject.

6. Marijuana use is negatively correlated with degree of
religious observance as reported by subjects themselves.

7. Favoring legalizing marijuana is positively correlated with
marijuana use and frequency of

mariju~~a

use and negatively correlated

with degree of religious observance.
8.

Evaluation of marijuana effects is positively correlated

with attitude in favor of legalization of marijuana, marijuana use and
frequency of marijuana use, and tobacco use and negatively correlated
with degree of religious observance.

9. Variables which correlate with marijuana use correlate in
the same direction with evaluations of specific marijuana effects.
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APPENDIX I
MARIJUANA EFFECTS RATED PRE-EXPERIMENTALLY
1.

Feel rore relaxed, peaceful, calm

2.

Visual perception is enhanced, takes on new qualities

3.

Colors appear more vivid than usual

4. Auditory perception is enhanced, takes on new qualities
).

Sense of touch is more exciting, sensual

6. Taste sensations are enhanced, take on new qualities

7. Eating is more enjoyable, eat a lot more
8.

M:.>re aware of beating of own heart

9.

Sweets are craved more than other foods

10.

Smell sensations are enhanced, take on new qualities

11.

Time passes slowly

12.

Pleasant warmth is felt inside one's body

13.

Increased awareness of the beating of one's heart

14.

Pain is easy to tolerate if attention is directed elsewhere

1).

Movements seem especially well coordinated

16.

Empathize much more with others

17.

Talk a lot less

18.

Make more profound, appropriate and interesting comments in
conversation

19.
20.

Feel isolated from things around one's self
Sexual orgasm has new qualities

I

!l1
1'1
1

I
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21.

Sexual drive is increased

22.

Little thought is given to the future

23.

~~re

24.
25.

Important insight into one's self, personality are gained
Have feeling of more efficient problem solving

26.

Somewhat shortened memory span

27.

Things not thought about in years are spontaneously remembered

28.

Emotions are felt more strongly

29.

M:>ods are amplified

original ideas come to mind

30. Moods are exaggerated
31. Inhibitions are lowered
32.

Feel very powerful

33. Feel very intelligent

34.

Feel very capable

35. It is easy to go to sleep a.t the usual bedtime
36.

Dreams are more vivid

37. Sleep is particularly refreshing
38.

Become more withdrawn, introverted

39. Feel dizzy, lightheaded

40.

Feel paranoid

41. Concentrate better, become more involved in anything

42.
43.
44.

Feel secure, self confident

45.

Become pensive, meditative

Feel a sense of depersonalization

Feel depressed

46. Laugh and giggle more than usual

r
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47.

Care less a rout everything, feel isolated from surroundings

48.

It is easy to accept whatever happens

'I

II
,I
'!

r
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APPENDIX TI
ITEMS ON DRUG EFFECTS SCALE

1.

Feel more relaxed, peaceful, calm

2.

Sweets are craved more tha.n other foods

3.

Have feeling of more efficient problem solving

4.

Talk a lot less

).

Sexual orgasm has new qualities

6.

Eating is more enjoyable, eat a lot more

7.

Somewhat shortened memory span

8.

Increased awareness of the beating of one's own heart

9.

MOods are exaggerated

10.

Feel very powerful

11.

Sexual drive is increased

12.

Little thought is given to the future

13.

Feel dizz.y, lightheaded

14.

Feel secure, self confident

1).

Inhibitions are lowered
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72
APPENDIX III
QUESTIONNAIRE
Please fill out the following questionnaire:
1.

Sex

2.

Age

_ _....F

_ _....M

3· Education (in years)

4. Religion
observance:

Degree of religious
___Atheist,

____Fairly Observant,

5.

Race

6.

Do you smoke cigarettes?

do you smoke?

7.

____Non Observant,

_ ___;Agnostic,

_ _Observant,

--Yes

_ _Very Observant

--'No.

If yes, how much

- - - - - p e r day

Do you drink alcohol?

Yes ____No.

-~

If yes, how much and

how often do you drink?

8.

Have you ever smoked marijuana?

---Yes

--'No.

If yes,

----Yes

-~No.

how often and do you now smoke?

9.

Are you in favor of legalizing marijuana?
Briefiy, explain why.
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